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REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Office Action dated July 
21, 2006, having a shortened statutory period for response set to expire on October 21, 
2006. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for reasons discussed 
below. 

Claims 1-45 are pending in the application. Claims 1-45 remain pending 
following entry of this response. Claims 1-4, 6, 10-13, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 26, 30-33, 
35, 37, 38 and 40-42 have been amended. Applicants submit that the amendments do 
not introduce new matter. 

Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. §112 
Claims 1, 2-3, 6, 10, 12, 16-17, 19-20, 22-23, 26, 30-35, 37-39, 42, 45 are 

rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Applicants have made amendments as appropriate. Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 1-45 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, to the extent the Examiner 
maintains the rejection in view of the present amendments. Each of the claims recite 
either a tangible storage medium, a hardware element (e.g., a processor) and/or user 
output. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claim Reiections - 35 U.S.C. ^ 102 
Claims 1-45 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102( b) as being anticipated by 
Chu (hereinafter "Chu") (Patent Number 5,956,707). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 
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"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 
1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). "The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as 
is contained in the ... claim." Rictiardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 
USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). The elements must be arranged as required by 
the claim. In re Bond, 91 0 F.2d 831 , 1 5 USPQ2d 1 566 (Fed. Cir. 1 990). 

In this case, Chu does not disclose "each and every element as set forth in the 
claim". For example, Chu does not disclose a logical model that includes logical fields 
and respective references to access methods describing a manner of accessing a 
respective physical field, as recited in a number of the present claims. Chu also does 
not disclose an abstract query defined on the basis of such a logical model. The 
Examiner argues that Chu discloses a logical model at column 4, lines 36-43. However, 
the cited passage is in fact directed to a Type Abstraction Hierarchy (TAH) structure. 
The TAH structure defines values of attributes used by a manager to "relax" query 
conditions. See, column 4, lines 38-42. The attributes defined by the TAH structure are 
database fields (i.e., table columns). See, column 4, lines 47-50 where "departure time" 
is given as an example of an attribute. During execution, the attributes of the TAH 
structure are applied to progressively relax the values of the fields in the query 
statement. See, e.g., column 4, lines 46-62. Accordingly, the TAH structure does not 
provide a logical view of the data, but is merely used to relax the values of the query 
conditions. As such, at no point during the execution of a given query (including during 
the various intermediate representations of the given query) is the query defined on the 
basis of logical fields defined in a logical model, as claimed. This is plainly evident in 
Chu at column 8, line 30 through column 13, line 45, which shows the various 
intermediate and final representations of a query. At each stage, the query fields (e.g., 
"flight_n umber", "departure_city", etc.) are shown as the physical fields in the database 
(shown in Figure 4), not as logical fields that map to the physical fields. Accordingly, 
Chu does not teach an abstract query defined using logical fields defined by a logical 
model. 

In summary, Chu does not teach: 

Page 12 

5081 10_1 



PATENT 

App. Ser. No.: 10/677,472 
Atty. Dkt. No. ROC920030173US1 
PS Ref. No.: IBMK30173 

a logical model that includes logical fields each corresponding to 
a physical field and each having respective references to access 
methods describing a manner of accessing their respective 
physical field; or 

an abstract query defined on the basis logical fields defined by 
such a logical model. 

Therefore, claims 1, 12, 19, 33, 42, and their respective dependents, are 
believed to be allowable, and allowance of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 32 the Examiner argues that Chu, at column 4, lines 44-62, 
teaches that a result criterion on specifies a number of queries to be generated by 
changing a first or second element in a query. Respectfully, this characterization of Chu 
is directly contrary to its specific teaching. Specifically, Chu states that the iterative 
relaxation process is "repeated until the target data is obtained from the database 14, or 
until all relax the bull conditions have been relaxed and the target data has still not been 
obtained." The terminal point of the relaxation process is therefore not determined by a 
user specified result criterion, but by the TAH structure (which defines the relax will 
conditions) or the obtainment of the target data. Accordingly, Chu does not teach a 
query having a user-specified result criterion that specifies a number of modified queries 
to be generated by changing a first or second element of the query. Therefore, claim 26 
and its respective dependents are believed to be allowable, and allowance of the claims 
is respectfully requested. 
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Conclusion 

Having addressed all issues set out in the office action, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully request that the 
claims be allowed. 



Respectfully submitted, and 
S-signed pursuant to 37 CFR 1.4, 

/Gero G. McClellan. Rea. No. 44.227/ 
Gero G. McClellan 
Registration No. 44,227 
Patterson & Sheridan, L.L.P. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd. Suite 1500 
Houston, TX 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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